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8 I R: 

Appellants refer to and hereby Incorporate the response to Final Office Action 
filed August 20, 2009. 

In the Advisory Action dated September 14, in response to Appellants' 
assertion that Barnard does not teach a first and second control unit inside the 
printer, the Examiner points to column 8, line 21 to column 9, lines 11 and column 
20, line 55 to column 21, line 15. Column 8, beginning at line 21 and column 9 of 
Barnard, refers to Figure 4 disclosing a DH CP server 75, a web service 76, a print 
server 77, and an SNMP agent 78. But none of these devices Is in the printer as 
required by claim 46. Rather; they are external to the printer. Therefore these 
disclosures are not relevant. 

Next, column 8 refers to Figure 8 which is a block diagram explaining software 
modules 56. But these modules, just like the servers shown in Figure 4, are external 
to the printer. The DHCP module is used to detect printing devices. The virtual 
device module 81 is initiated in correspondence to one or more printing devices to 
extend functional capability of the printing device. The discovery module 84 is used 
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to perform discovery on detected printing devices. The print queue manager module 
85 allows multiple network management devices on a same network to avoid 
confusion regarding detection and discovery of printing devices. But none of these 
modules are first and second control units In the printer as required by claim 46. 
Therefore these disclosures are not relevant. 

As to the column 20 beginning at line 55 discussing network management 
devices 142, 141, 20, 144, and 145, these are all external to the printer and have 
nothing to do with first and second control units in the printer as recited in claim 46. 
These disclosures are thus also not relevant. 

In reply to Appellants' argument that Aschenbrenner does not teach a data 
object comprising a parameter for control of the printer or copier where that 
parameter is not controllable from the control panel of the printer, the Examiner cites 
column 2, lines 4-50 of Aschenbrenner as teaching data objects which control the 
printer since when these objects are sent to the printer and arrive there the printer is 
controlled by these objects and prints. But the objects referenced by the Examiner in 
Aschenbrenner at column 2 are raster objects. As explained at column 2, line 28, 
each raster object includes pixel information for a color component of the scan line 
printed by the printer. But pixel information for printing is cleariy not a parameter for 
control of the printer as required by claim 46. Rather it is picture data and picture 
data is not a parameter for controlling the printer. Secondly, note that claim 46 
recites a method for maintenance, adjustment, or error analysis of the control 
parameter via the control panel . But there is no maintenance, adjustment, or error 
analysis of pixel information performed by an external data processing unit and 
which accesses the printer or copier via an interface. Aschenbrenner is not relevant 
since it does not deal with maintenance, adjustment, or error analysis of a parameter 
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for control of the printer as recited in claim 46. This preamble language must be 
interpreted and given weight because it refers to the data objects also recited later in 
the body of the claim. Also note that at the last paragraph of claim 46 it is recited 
that the association of the third identifier as a third network address with the at least 
one data object enables a simplified direct access to the at least one data object 
(comprising a parameter for control of the printer) by said external control unit for 
said at least one of maintenance, adjustment, or error analysis of said at least one 
data object. Thus the maintenance, adjustment, or error analysis of the control 
parameters is also recited at the end of the claim and thus must be given weight. 
Aschenbrenner never discusses any maintenance, adjustment, or error analysis of 
his raster objects comprising pixel information (which is not even a control 
parameter). 

Also since Aschenbrenner, just like Barnard, never teaches first and second 
control units in a printer as required by claim 46, it is not possible that the 
combination of these two references could suggest that language in claim 46. 

Finally, there is no disclosure in either Barnard or Aschenbrenner that the 
control parameter controlling the printer is not controllable from the control panel of 
the printer as required bv claim 46. Barnard does not even reference a control 
parameter and Aschenbrenner, in discussing the raster objects, nowhere discloses 
that these raster objects are not controllable from the control panel. 

Reconsideration of the rejection of claim 46 is thus respectfully requested in 
view of the factual errors noted above in the Examiner's analysis. 

Dependent claims 47-58 and 60 distinguish at least for the reasons noted with 
respect to claim 46. 
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System claim 61 distinguishes for the reasons noted with respect to method 
claim 46. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees which 
may be required, or to credit any overpayment to account No. 501519. 
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